1 89. Despite having received notice of his
2 claims in March 2008, and despite having
been served with Swinegar’s lawsuit, TWC
3 decided to destroy the recording of the very
conversation which it now asks this Court to
4 rely on to terminate Swinegar’s lawsuit.
51 | Exh.24, Shimonovitz Depo, Vol. 2 at 208/2-5.
6 |l { 90. Shimonovitz testified that Swinegar’s
March 2008 call was also recorded, and was
7\ | available for review up to, at a minimum, July
2008, three months after the filing of the
8 || | present lawsuit.
9 Il | Exh. 24, Shimonovitz Depo, Vol. 2, at 211/8 -
212/4.
10
91. However, even though it is undisputed
11 || [ that TWC had knowledge of Swinegar’s
claims against it before July 2008, TWC
12 { | likewise chose to destroy this recording as
well.
13
Exh. 24, Shimonovitz Depo, Vol. 2, at 211/8 -
14 | | 212/4.
15 || | 92. TWC’s CSRs are not required to obtain a
customer’s affirmative request for equipment
16 || | before including it in their order.
17 || | Exh.11, Pemberton Depo at 67/17 - 70/20.
Exh. 12, Smith Depo at 72/7 - 73/7.
181 193. TWC’s computerized billing system,
ACSR, automatically adds a remote to each
19 11 customer’s order for every converter included
in the order.
20
51 Exh. 12, Smith Depo at 113/9 - 114/7.
94. TWC CSRs are not trained to inform, and
22 | | do not inform, customers that they will
receive a remote with every converter, or that
23 || | they will pay a separate monthly fee for each
remote they receive.
24
Exh. 12, Smith Depo at 117/25 - 119/9.
25
26
27
28
24-
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L 95. TWC’s computerized billing system,
2 ACSR, does not permit TWC CSRs to delete
a remote from a customer’s order, even if the
3 || | customer asks that it be deleted.
4 Exh. 11, Pemberton Depo at 119/12-21.
Exh. 12, Smith Depo at 118/7 - 119/9.
511 96. Swinegar had no discussion with the
installer regarding the equipment on his work
6 1 | order, did not read the work order before he
signed it and considered it to be for the work
71 | the installer did.
8 || | Exh. 8, Swinegar Depo., pages 75-80.
9
10
11 || Dated: April 20, 2010 DOUGLAS CAIAFA, APLC
LAW OFFICE OF CHRISTOPHER J. MOROSOFF
12
13
14 By:
DOUGLAS CAIAFA
15 Attorneys for Plaintiffs
16
17
18
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PROOF OF SERVICE

STATE OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

I am employed in the county of Los Angeles, State of California. 1am over the
age of 18 and not a party to the within action; my business address is 11845 W.
Olympic Blvd., Suite 1245, Los Angeles, CA 90054-5095.

On April 20, 2010, I served the foregoing document described as:

PLAINTIFFS’ SEPARATE STATEMENT OF UNDISPUTED AND DISPUTED
MATERIAL FACTS IN OPPOSITION TO DEFENDANT TIME WARNER
CABLE INC.’S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT

on the interested parties in this action by placing

____ the oniginal

__X_ atrue copy thereof enclosed in sealed envelopes addressed as follows:

H. Joseph Escher, III, Esq.
France Jaffe, Esq.
DECHERT LLP

Steven B. Weisburd, Esq.
DECHERT LLP
300 West 6™ Street, Suite 1850

One Maritime Plaza, Suite 2300 Austin, Texas 78701
San Francisco, CA 94111-3513

(Via Email)

(Via Email)

____(BY MAIL) I caused such envelope with postage thereon fully prepaid to be placed in the
United States mail at Los Angeles, California.

___ (BY OVERNIGHT MAIL) I caused such envelope with postage thereon fully prepaid to be
placed in the United States mail at Los Angeles, California.

Executed on April 20, 2010, at Los Angeles, California.

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the above

1s true and correct.

Douglas Caiafa
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1 package. which is whatd descriled, o the additional TV, 1 you they don't want to pay the digital progranuming
.2 Amdthe progrswming feeis - hal's what itis. It's 2 fee-
3 the charge to have these servives on the additional TV, 3 A [No audible response.)
4q Q Do you kuow what the $2 covers? Do you 4 Q - tg the best of your recollection?
5 understand my question? 5 A ldon't recall
6 MR. ESCHER: I'm going ko object, vague, 6 Q  Have you cver been trined 10 discuss the
1 Q BY MR MOFKOSOFF: Do you know: are customers 7 digital programming fee with custonens?
8  recciving an additional service from Time Wamer that 8 A ldun'trenember,
9 they ure paying that S2 for? 9 Q s there a separate box on the ACSR system for
10 A Yes 10 the digital programming fee?
11 Q  What is that service? 11 A No
12 A The service that 1 just -- 12 Q The digital programming fee is for an
13 MR. GSCHER: Asked and answered. 13 additional service; correct?
14 MR. MOROSOFF: Go aheud. 14 A Yes.
15 THE WITNESS: -- the service | deseribed, the 15 Q  Butthat service is not listed on the ACSR
16 digitl cable; that has the broadeast, basic cable, the 16  system; comect?
17 digital ticr, the On-demumnd service, the interactive 17 MR, ESCHER: Objection, vague.
18  guide and digital music. 18 THE WITNESS: It's in the additional digital -- box,
19 Q BY MR, MOROSOFF: Docs that cost 19 equipment on package.
20  Time Wamer Cable any additional money to provide that 20 1 can show it to you, if you'd like me to.
21 service ona second TV, in a customer’s home. 10 your 21 MR. MOROSOFF: Sure (handing.)
22 knowledye? 22 We're looking. for the record, at
23 MR. ESCHER: Objection, vague. 23 Time Wamer Cable, Bates stamped document “0357," which
24 THE WITNESS: [ don't know, | 28 I'mgoing to probably mark as an exhibit. as soon as |
25 Q BY MR, MOROSOFF: Does Time Wamer havetodo | 25 have a chance to make a copy.
125 127
1 anyexira digital programming for cach additional box. 1 But. go ahead.
2 10 your knowledge? 2 THE WITNESS: Okay. Sce this item. it says "Digital
k| MR. ESCHER: Objection. vague. 3 AQ.Pack-"
4 THE WITNESS: 1don't know. 4 MR. MOROSOFF: Okay.
5 Q BY MR. MOROSOFF: Are you supposed to ask a 5 THE WITNESS: " 8.50.”
6  customcr if they want this extra service, vou just 3 MR. MOROSOFF: Okay.
7 described? 7 THE WITNESS: That's what it is.
8 MR. ESCHER: Objection. vague. 8 Q BYMR. MOROSOFF: What docs "A.0. stand for?
9 THE WITNESS: Yes. | ask them -- alter | ask them, 9 A "Additional outlet.”
10 "Doyou want digital cable on the additional TVs -- with 10 Q Sois it accurate to say that, when a custonyer
11 the dighal tier, the On-demand service, interactive 11 orders an additional box, the system automatically
12 guide, digital -- do you want that service on the 12 charges the customer the extra S2?
13 additional TVs,” and the customer will answer "yes™ ar 13 A Y
14wt 14 Q Andyou, as a CSR. do you have the ability to
15 Q BY MR.MOROSOFF: Okay. Hasa custonwerever | 15 waive that S2 fee?
16  asked you what the digital programming fee was for? 16 A No.
17 A Y. 17 Q Ever?
18 Q What do you tell them, exactly, what you just 18 A No.
19  told me? 19 MR. MOROSOFF: | will mark this as an exhibit --
20 A Exacily. 20 because we've used it a lot -~ when we take a short break
21 Q Canacustomer get an additional cable box 21 and we canhave it, there, in front of us. Somry.
22 without paying the digita! programming fee? 22 Q Before you add this digital progranuning fee to
px} MR. ESCHER: Objection. vague. 23 the customer’s order, are you supposed to have the
24 THE WITNESS: No. 24 customer request that service?
25 Q BY MR. MOROSOFF: Has a customer cver told 2s MR. ESCHER: Objection, vague.
126 128
32 (pPages 125 to 128)

CITYWIDE REPORTERS (800) 524-8525
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e - FILED

tos A w%\?vhmon COURT OF CAL|FORNIA

of
SRty © COUNTY OF LOS ANGEES

93 108
SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFGTRIK cati 23 2008

; NGRS aea"‘?' ive Oficer/Clerk
COUNTY OF LOS AjGRU W 7/26/” ]ng

KA KATHERING/KPASTKIEWICZ

MARK SWINLEGAR, ua individual: and Case No.: BC389755
MICHELE OZZELLO-DEZES, an individual:
Individually and on behalf of all others

similarly situated, ORDER OVERRRULING DEMURRER
Plaintiffs TO SECOND AMENDED COMPLAINT

vs.
TIME WARNER CABLE, INC., a Dzlaware
Corporation; and DOES 1 through 1,000

Inclusive,

Deferdanis.

I.
BACKGROUND

This is a class action for restitution end injunctive relief brought by persons who have at
some time between April 28, 2004, and the present paid a rental fee to Defendant Time Warner
Cable, Ihc. ("TWC™) for the use of a cable television converter box and/or remote control
device within the state of California which they did not affirmatively request by name with their
cable service. Putative class plaintiffs Mark Swinegar and Michele Ozzello-Dezes were
customers of TWC and bring this actiori on behalf of others similarly situated.

Plaintiffs’ allegations, as rcflccted in their Second Amended C]ass Action Complaint,
rest on a smglc cause of action for unlawful business practices pursuant to California Business

& Professions Code §17200, er seq., predicated on a violation of the Cable Television
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Consumer Protection and Competition Act of 1992, 47 U.S.C. §543(f). The Second Amended
Complaint was preceded by a Complaint, which had contained allegations pursuant to Business
& Professions Code §17200, er seq., but had phrased the alleged violation in terms of TWC
charging cable subscribers for a “converter box that plaintiffs did not need” with their cable
service. TWC demurred to the Complaint, primarily on grounds of standing, and plaintiffs
amended as of right. Plaintiffs then filed a First Amended Complaint, which contained
allegations that TWC had violated Business & Professions Code §17200, California Civil Code
§1750, and 47 U.S.C. §543(f). Plaintiffs alleged that they were charged for a converter box that
plaintiffs “did not affirmatively request by name” with their TWC service. ‘Thereafter, TWC
served a motion for sanctions on plaintiffs. The Court heard oral argument from the parties, who
conceded that the First Amended Complaint contained defects, and the Court allowed plaintiffs
to amend pum@t to the safe harbor provision of Code of Civil Procedure §128.7. The Second
Amended Complaint was subsequently filed, alleging a single cause of action for Business &
Professions Code §17200, ef seq.

On January 30, 2009, the Court heard oral arguments conceming TWC’s demurrer.
Defendant TWC argued that the first cause of action fails because the Second Amended
Complaint is uncertain and fails to allege facts constituting a violation of 47 U.S.C. §543(f).
TWC also argued that plaintiffs have not pled facts sufficient to support standing under the
California Business & Professions Code §17200 ef seq., and that the-putative class is not
amenable to certification. The Court expressed a tentative that the allegations probably
supported a cause of action for fraudulent and unfair business practices under the Business and
Professions Code §17200. It found, however, that the pleadings were currently confined to
“unlawful” business practices based on.a violation of 47 U.S.C. §543(f). After hearing from
both parties, the Court took thé matter under submission to further consider the parties’

arguments and authorities conceming whether plaintiffs could state a claim under §17200 for a




16

17

i8

{| ultimate factual premise is the following: (1) That plaintiffs were TWC cable subscribers who

violation of the Cable Tclevision Consumer Protection and Competition Act of 1992, 47 U.S.C.
§543(f). Having so considered, the Court now issues its ruling:
IL.
DISCUSSION
A. 47U.S.C. §543(f)

Defendant TWC argues that the first cause of action fails because the Second Amended
Complaint is uncertain and fails to allege facts constituting a violation of 47 U.S.C. §543(f).

Although the plaintiffs’ legal theories have evolved since the filing of the Complaint, the

paid for and subscribed to a level of service but did not affirmatively request the equipment, i.e.,
a converter box, with that service. (2) That TWC represented that their cable subscription would
be at specified rate or charge. (3) That after receiving the converter box and without their
request or consent, they were subsequently charged for rental of the equipment, which was
necessary to receive their cable service. These allegations are adequately certain and defendant’s
demurrer under Code of Civil Procedure section 430.10(f) should be overruled on this ground.
The primary question presented concerns whether the Cable Television Consumer
Protection and Competitic;n Act of 1992, 47 U.S.C. §543(f), will provide a basis for a cause of
action pursuant to §17200, i.e., whether TWC’s conduct, as alleged, is within the scope of
billing practices §543(f) seeks to prevent. Plaintiffs allege that defendant TWC has violated and
continues to violate §17200 by charging its cable customers monthly rental fees for cable
converter boxes and remote control devices (i.e., “equipment”) without first obtaining the
cﬁstomers’ affirmative request for such equipment in violation of 47 U.S.C. §543(f) and
specifically in violation of the Cable Act’s prdhibition against “negative option billing.”
In interpreting the language of 47 U.S.C. §543(f), the Court must look first to the words

or plain meaning of the statutory language, Delaney v. Superior Court (1990) 50 Cal.3d 785, 79
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(“if the language is clear and unambiguous there is no need for construction, nor is it necessary
to resort to indicia of the intent of the Legislature™), then to the statute’s legislative history, and

finally to the reasonableness of a proposed construction. [d.; Maclsaac v. Waste Management

Collection & Recycling, Inc. (2005) 134 Cal.App.4th 1076, 1082. The relevant statute, 47 U.S.C.
§543(f), provides, “a cable operator shall not charge a subscriber for any service or equipment
that the subscriber has not affirmatively requested by name.” It further statues: “a subscriber’g
failure to refuse a cable operator’s proposal to provide such service or equipment shall not bel
deemed to be an affirmative request for such service or equipment.” Thus, the plain language is
élear and would require plaintiffs to plead that they did not affirmatively request equipment from|
their cable operator and that it was nonetheless supplied and billed to plaintiffs.

Defendant argues that §543(f) requires only “consent” to be charged for equipment,
rather than an actual “affirmative request” for the equiprhent “by name” as expfessly provided
by the words of the statute themselves. The Court recognizes that the argument between the
parties conceming whether §543(f) requires only “consent” rather than a “request” 1s largely the |
result of plaintiffs’ representations that a signature on a work order may not be an affirmative
request and is therefore insufficient to comply with the statute. Additionally, there were
discussions at oral argument concerning whether the procedures for obtaining cable service on-
line, through TWC’s website, would be sufficient. The Court cannot resolve these questions at
this stage and expresses no ruling on whether a work order signature for either of putative
representatives Mark Swinegar and Michele Ozzello-Dezes, or an on-line billing request for
cable service accompanied by equipment, would comply with §543(f), without knowledge of
TWC's specific billing practices during the applicable time period and without evidence
conceming how the representative plaintiffs were billed or requested their service or equipment.

However, the Court finds that the plain language is una;mbiguous and that the statute

unequivocally requires an “affirmative request by name.” This interpretation is supported by the
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second scntence of the statute that “a subscriber’s failure to refuse a cable operator’s proposal to
provide such service or equipment shall not be deemed to be an affirmative request for such
service or equipment.”. An interpretation of affirmative request to “assent” would directly
contradict the words of the statute and the clear purpose of the Act, which was to protect
consumers and promotc competition through regulation of cable operators. Although more
limited in scope, §543(f) is a consumer protection statute as is Business Professions Code
§17200. That a cable subscriber must make an affirmative request for cable service or
equipment is underscored by the legislative history of the Act, which addressed “negative
option” billing. See 16 C.F.R. §310.2(t)(“A ‘negative option feature’ is any provision under
which the consumer’s silence or failure to take an affirmative action to reject goods or services
or to cancel the agreement is interpreted by the seller as acceptance of the offer.”) The Court
does not see that it should depart from the statute’s plain language in light of §543(f)’s purposes
and legislative history.

The Court recogniies that this case is different from those addressed in FCC opinions
briefed by the parties concerning negative option billing; as the practices here concern signing |
up a subscriber for an initial cable service, rather than rearranging the way the same services or

equipment are offered. See for example, In re Wamer Cable Commc’ns, 10 C.F.F.R. 2103, 2105

{13 (Jan.19, 1995) and other cases cited in defendant’s memorandum at 5-6. In_re Monmouth
Cablevision 10 F.C.C.R. 9438 (Aug. 11, 1995), the case relied on by plaintiffs, is nearer to this
case as it concerned a fundamental change in the way equipment was offered, i.e., a monthly
rate of $1.00 per unit versus a $5.00 charge for purchase of remote control but is still not on
po.int. More instructive is the Federal Communication Commission’s Final Rule, which lists a
number of practices that might violate its rate regulation rules, depending upon individual

circumstances. See 59 Fed. Reg. 17,961, 17,970-71 169 (Apr. 15, 1994). The FCC concluded in

relevant part:
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[T]he delivery of new packages (ironically intended to represent subscriber choice)
without an affimnative assent from the subscriber may. violate negative option
requirements and result in a refund to the customer. Adding previously unneeded
equipment and charging for that equipment in order to provide customers with the same
services they received previously may also be an evasion of our rules. Operators must
realize that these and similar practices, and other practices which directly violate or
evade our rules wil! not be permitted, and that sanctions will be imposed in appropriate
circumstances.
Id. This language certainly suggests that the Court should analyze the practices alleged by
plaintiffs on the facts rather than by narrowly construing the pleadings and interpreting §543(f)
in the hypothetical. Ultimately, §543(f) is a consumer protection measure that preserves the
ability of state govermnment to regulate negative option billing. The Court, as it did when it
addressed the parties’ arguments in oral argument, finds there is credence in plaintiffs’ argument
that TWC, to comply with §543(f) must either receive plaintiffs’ separate affirmative request for
equipment (whether by signature or.by selecting the equipment via a TWC website), or price the

extra rental fee in with the entire package.

Defendants raise several authorities, such as Belton v Comcast Cable Holdings. LLC

(2007) 151 Cal.App.4th 1224 and Dietz v. Comcast Cable, 2007 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 51388 (N.D.
Cal. July 11, 2007), to say that plaintiffs’ interpretation of section 543(f) has been rejected by
courts. Belton was a case brought b).r a blind cable subscriber who ordered the provider’s music
channels but had no need to access, or desire to pay for, the “basic cable” tier that the provider
reqtiired he purchase as a “buy through” tier to receive the music channels. The Court notes that
the case was on appeal from a grant of summary adjudication in favor of Comcast Cable, not on
demurrer. The appellate court held that the evidence showed “both plaintiffs understood” they

were purchasing the services they requested, and in fact agreed “under protest” to subscribe. Id.

-
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at 1236-37. Here, at the pleading stage the Court has no evidence before it of an agreement by
plaintiffs, which might as a matter of law constitutc an “affirative request” as allowed by
§543(f).

Moreover, the federal opinion Dietz had more relevance to plaintiffs’ pleadings before
they were amended conceming the theory that plaintiffs were billed for equipment “they did not
need” with that service. Plaintiffs no longer pursue that theory. The holding in Dietz is also
limited to, but may instruct, the impending class certification question of whether plaintiffs’
class allegations would be typical of the claims or defenses of the class representatives pursuant
to Fed. R. Civ. Proc. Rule 23(a)(3). Notably, the court found that “plaintiﬁ" did request
equipment by subscribing to the Digital Silver premium package” and therefore “Comecast’s
defense will have special applicability to plaintiffs individual facts...[t}he same cannot be true
for all the unnamed putative class members plaintiff seeks to represent.” Deitz, at 12-13 (citing
Belton 151 Cal.App. 4th 1224). The Court cannot. conclusively find that the representative

plaintiffs requested their equipment when the pleadings state otherwise. Neither does the

holding in Detiz support striking the class allegations at the pleading stage.

B. Plaintiffs’ standing

Defendant also argues thaf plaintiffs have not pled facts sufficient to support standing
under California Business & Professions Code §17200 et seq. Afier Proposition 64, no private
plaintiff has standing under that section unless he pleads that he “suffered injury in fact and [has]|
lost money or property as a result of* defendant’s alleged violation. [d. §17204. Few cases since
Proppsition 64’s passage have directly addressed what constitutes injury in fact or loss of money
as a result of unfair competition for purposes of determining standing. However, a few cases
decided since Proposition 64’s passage found that an expenditure of money due to the

defendant’s acts of unfair competition are sufficient to constitute injury in fact. See e.g., Aron v.

U-Haul Co. of Califomia (2006) 143 Cal. App. 4th 796, 802-803 (plaintiff alleged he was
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required to purchasc excess fuel when returning rental truck); sce also Laster v. T-Mobile USA|

Inc. (S.D. Cal. 2005) 407 F. Supp. 2d 1181, 1194 (defendants advertised cellular phones as freg
or substantially discounted when purchases with cellular telephone service, but plaintiffs were

required to pay sales tax on the full retail value of the phones).

TWC reads Plaintiffs averments too narrowly. TWC relies on Buckland v. Threshold

Enterprises. Ltd, (2007) 155 Cal.App.4th 798, Hall v. Time Inc. (2008) 158 Cal.App.4th 847,

Medina v. Safe-Guard Prods. (2008) 164 Cal.App.4th 105, and Peterson v. Celico P’ship (2008)

164 Cal.App.4th 1583, to say that the mere fact that a plaintiff paid money to a defendant for 1]
product or service at a time when it was subject to an allegedly unfair deceptive practice i
insufficient to support standing. But Plaintiffs’ Second Amended Complaint does not allege]
merely that Plaintiffs paid money to a defendant for a product or service at the time when it was
subject to an allegedly unfair deceptive practice, such as buying deceptively marked skin cream
where one is not deceived (Buckland), or such as buyving a book that was allegedly subject to an
unfair and deceptive practice when the plaim'iff did not allege he did not want the book (Hall)]

Medina and Peterson arz inapposite on these facts because those cases found that actual

economic injury was not suffered by individuals who bought actual and effective insurance from
an unlicensed agent based on remote grounds that the agent was unlicensed.

Plaintiffs’ Second Amended Complaint alleges that both representative plaintiffs received
converter boxes and remote control devices from TWC, both plaintiffs paid rental fees to TWQ
for the use of those cable converter boxes and/or remote control devices, that defendant received
substantial sums of money from plaintiffs and other similarly situated subscribers as a result of
its ux;lawful business practices, and each plaintiff has lost money as a result of defendant’s
unlawful business practices, specifically all amounts paid by them for rental of equipment they]

did not affirmatively request by name. See SAC 1{6-51. These allegations are adequate to

support plaintiffs’ standing.
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Defendant also argucs that plaintiffs must show they relied on TWC's unlawful conduct|
The parties and cases interpret the “as a result of” language of Proposition 64 differently, whicly

as Hall v. Time Inc., 158 Cal. App. 4th $47, 855 n.2 put it, refers to the causation element of 2

negligence cause of action, citing to Ladd v. County of San Mateo (1996) 12 Cal. 4™ 913, 917,

and to the justifiable reliance element of a fraud cause of action, citing to Encalla v. Permanente

Medical Group. Inc. (1997) 15 Cal. 4th 951, 974. The negative option billing provision reflected

in §543(f) prohibits charging subscribers for equipment or services they did not afﬁrmativel)J
request by name, and the conduct can not be understood to sound in misrepresentation or fraud,
although the allegations do support the concept of nondisclosure. When plaintiffs subscribed to
their cable service, they could not rely on a contingency (whether or not TWC would bill them
for equipment they did not request) that had not occurred, but they certainly relied on the pricq
terms TWC represented and the assumption that they would be treated in accordance with the
law. Requiring otherwise would in many cases read the “unlawful” prong out of the statute.
Plaintiffs have shown the required reliance and causal nexus between TWC's practices and the
loss of plaintiffs’ money as a result of the charge of a rental fee for equipment they did not
affirmatively request by name. Thus, plaintiffs have standing to pursue their UCL claims.
1L
CONCLUSION

Defendant TWC’s demurrer to Plaintiffs’ first cause of action pursuant to Business &
Professions Code §17200, e seq. premised on a violation of 47 U.S.C. §543(f) is overruled on
all grgunds stated in this order. Defendant to answer or otherwise appropriately respond by
March 16, 2009.

The case is set for a Further Status Conference in Dept. 307 on March 23, 2009 at 2:30

p-m. Parties to each serve and file their own separate Further Status Conference Statement by
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March 19, 2009, addressing what discovery is nceded, anticipated motion practice, ADR

interest, il any, and anticipated date for hcaring a motion for class certification.

A b

WILLIAM F/HIGHBERGER
Judge of the(SdperiorCourt

Dated: February 23, 2009
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TIME WARNER CABLE
RESIDENTIAL SERVICES
SUBSCRIBER AGREEMENT

Tha socount holdar(s) refermsd to on tha accomps T«mew:mercaﬂaWorkOrWorm
mant (1, *me’ or "my') sgrees that the Work Order (f provided 0 ma on of after January 1, 2006),
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10 Avtitraticn Tasiif(s).
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